
November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Senator Gordon Smith 
US.  Senate 
404 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Bill ODea 



9 Blvd. , Brownsville, TX 7852 1-69 1 1 

November I ,  2005 11:09 AM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US.  Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my tiierlds, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Childs 

. . .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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I RECEIVED & INSPECTED' 

December 1,2005 10:13 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Smith 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 1,2005 12:13 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US.  Senate 
33 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Loren Johndon 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I JAN - 4  2006 

roy murphy 
488 jenny lane, dandle, VA 24541 

November 1,2005 12:12 PM 

Senator John Warner 
U.S. Senate 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Warner: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ O Y  murphy 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



LorraineWood I FW-MAIL- 1 
3520 Eagle BluffDr, NE, Grand Rapids, MI 49.5254567 

November 1,2005 12:13 PM 
. . . .  , ,  .,,~. s,.:,,,; !,' , : , , .  : . . , '.' ..:. :, 

Representative Vernon EhlerS I , . ,  3 , '  

US. House of Representatives . , .  : i 

1714 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ehlers: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mal consupers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding bv&a of the US': frm high vo:ume to low-volunie lisers is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Wood 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Linda Atlk 

8 15 S. Bkggan , ~v+arceii 

November 1,2005 12:12 PM 
. .~ , .  . . . .  

. '  ' IlllCl(ii 1.. : : I ) , : :  [;r)!'JY o ; ~ t ~ ; l ~ l ; \ l  Representative Sam Graves 
US. House'of Representatives 
1513 Longworth House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Graves: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is c,urrently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and lv&~qme resifiential and rural $gyners, to give qo their,phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. 'Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Linda Ault 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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NE 37901 0 
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2005 - 2006 
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Federal Communications Commission 
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Annual Certification Filing 

AS 
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zmpwr&./ NE 69033 

USAC 



I RECEIVED & INSPECTED 
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JAN - 4 2006 

November 30,2005 1031 PM 

Roger Grover 
319BomPlace, Waukesha, W1 -3IS6-5014 

' t 4 
y ) x /  [ \I( 11) 1 r ~ ..,~,, < v . i \  !: [N Senator Russell I'eitigold 

506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

US. Senate 1;oi ' /  

Subject: Re: Fykzral-State Joint lloard on Universal Servlce CC Docket 96-45 
> 

Dear Senator Feingolil: .. . , , . , . ; , I  .-, 

I have serious coiicerns regarding ihe Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Servicc k'uiid (USF) c,.llection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbor.?. will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes th:it system to a flat (<e, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays ti:c s:iiiie amount I I V  tile fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents wh<\ usc their  limit^ I r<'sources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many I m-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and 11t1.:11 consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifi:ns 1111: funding I ' 1 1  l!en of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In ,idd,iion, it W O L I ' I ~  liave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF l.Jir Coalition, 01 \\liich I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and u p  to date infornintion on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does iiot require cornlT:riites to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a coiisiitiier I W I N I I ~  ;Ai, ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. \til! .iccordiiis I 

change to a flat tce b:. stem soot: 
.I) ' Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
id without legislation. 

I will continue t,, mc>ititor develi~~~ili~~nts on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along 11 :y c ,  liicems to I!  
affect those in > 5 . ~ t r  I mstituenc) 

Thank you for yvur continued M I  . I ,  and I look forward to hearing about your position on this mtter. 

, CC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 

Smcerely, 

Roger Grover 

cc: 
FCC General Ei1,ail I'Iox , I ,  , '  
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November 1, '2CO5 11:47 AM 

Senator E l i A t h  Dole 
USSenate 
555 Dirksen Senateoffice Building 
Wmhington, DC 20510-OOO1 

SUbject Rw Federal-State Joint b r d  on Universal ServiceCC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communieationa Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Semi- 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your COMtitueUtb induding me, my friends. family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfairchangepropzdby theFCC. 

As you k.ow,USFiscun.entlycollfftedonaI.evenuebaais. Peoplewhowemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsyttem toaflatfee,that meansthat someonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthoflongdistance,~yathesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhovsea.erominutesof longdistanceamontb Constituentswho- their limitedresources 
wbely shouldnot bepenalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxmuldcausemany I--lumelongdistanceuse~likestudents,p,Iepaidwirelessuse~~seniorcitirenaandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly incream on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from hqh volume to low-volume " e r a  is radical and unn-ry. In addition, it would have a 
h g h l y  detrimental effect on small businesaesall across America. 
TheKeepUSFFai~Coalition,ofwhichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformationon theil.website,indudinglinlcs toFCCinfonnation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not r e p i r e  
mmpaniestorecover,or"~along"theaefeestotheircwtomelatherwlity is that they do. AsaconaumeiIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanumberstaxedmg servicewillmst more. Andaccording totheCmlition'sr-nt 
meetingswith topFCCofficials, theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystem soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordwelopmentson theiarueandcontinueto~~eadthewo~dttomymmmunity. I r e p e s t  you- 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know howa flat fee tax muld disproportionately affect th- in your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedwoikandIlmkfoMiardtohwringaboutyour~itionon thismatter. 

Sincerely,. " .  . .  

Nancy5rauer , .  

. ,.' . .  , . .  
cc 

The Fedwd Communications Commission 



RECEIVED &WPECTED 

JAN - 4 2006 

Barbara Boh n FCC - MAILROOM 
185 Pease Road, Meredith, NH 03253 

November 1,2005 11:14 AM 

Senator John Sununu 
U S .  Senate 
11 1 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sununu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Bohl 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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William R Overbg Jr. 

JAN -4 2006 

FCC - MAILROOM 

Senator Jim Bunning 
US. Senate 
316Hart SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington, DC 2G51O-ooO1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint h a r d  on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

L r  Senator Bunning: 

1 have seriousconcerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions'(FCC)position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method toa monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. my friends family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfairchangepropxedby theFCC 

Asyouknow,USFiscurrently collectedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. Il theFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meanathat ~mmnewhou~onethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund .w someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalizedfordoing so. 

Afla t fee  tancouldcausemany low-volumelong distancee~lilceatudents,prepaidwireleasuaers,seniorcitirens andlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, togiveup their phones due tounsflordable monthly incremes on theirk&. Shifting 
the funding burden d the USF from !& volume to low-volume UWM is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it w u l d  have a 
h & l y  detrimental effect on small husine- all acrw America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCaalition,of whichIamamembel;k-meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newlletteraaandup 
todateinformation on theirwe~ite,includinglinks toFCCidormation. Whilelamawarethat federallawdoes not require 
companiestorecover,ol."~passalong'theaefees totheil.customers,thereality is that they do. AaaconaumerIwovldlikeenaul.eI 
amchayedfairly.  IftheFCCgoes toanumbers taxed,myservicewillmst more. Andaccording totheCoalitionbrecent 
meetingswithtop~Cofficials,theFCChasplans tochangetoaflatfeerystemsmnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentsontheiarneandcontinue tospxwdtheword tomycommunity. Irequest you- 
along my concerns totheFCConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproporiionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

Thank youforyourcontinuedworkandIlwkforward tohearingabout gourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

William R Overby Jr 



RECEIVED & ilfilSf%mm 
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- MAILROOM 
John David Apag 

314 SOUth0ak,Lamoni,IA50140-1522 
..,; .:e 

November 1,2005 11:09 AM .*' . 
- i- 

Senator Tom Harkin 
U.S. Senate " 1\41 
73 1 Hart Senate Oflice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 ; 

, , ,, ; ,y\\>'/  [)i\\hll .I-> 
., ? ' . I  3 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Harkin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition; it ivauld!have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John David Adamski 

. .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 30,2005 1043 PM 

Representative Charles Taylor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
23 1 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

!>,>,?,  .. ,:I) :: [ ; ( ) ; ) I /  ~~;llr;lY;'l 

Dear Representative Taylor: 

:haw seIi3us concenis regarding t!x Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is cunently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC idormation. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, 

will cost more. And accor 

se fees to their customers, the reality is that 
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Hodik 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Representative Patrick McHeW? 
U. S.House of Representatives 
224 Cannon House Office Buildirig 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McHemy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbps, will be ne 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means 
distance, pays the same am 
ConstiNents who use their 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distan 
and low-income residential and rural co 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessaty. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

ir change proposed by the FCC. 
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Novemberl,2005 1138AM 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commiasions' (FCC) position to change the U n i v e d  Sewice 
Fund(USF)collection method toamontbly flat fee. Many of yourconstituent4induding me,my friends,familg andneighborn, 
will benegatively impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h a . g e p ~ o ~ b y  theFCC 

As you know, USF is cunently collffted on a revenue basis. People who me more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflat fee.that mwlWtbdf~omeOnewhousesonetho-ndminutmamonthof longdistance,paystheJame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhousea.erominutesof long distanceamonth. Conatituentswhouae theirlimitedrmourcea 
wiaely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceuaers,likestudents,prepaidwirelsesusera,seniorcitilens andlow- 
income rwidential and rurd consumers, togiveup their phones due tounaffordable monthly increasgl on their bib. Shiftina 
thefunding burden of theUSFfromhighvolume tolow-volumeusen~radicalandunnffssurry. Inaddition. itwouldhavea 
high19 detrimental effect on small busineaaesall acl.osaAmezica. 
TheKeepUSFFairCdition,of whichIamamember,lceepameinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthly newalettenandup 
to date information on their website, includina linh to FCC infomation. While I am aware that feded law does not % T i r e  
companies torecove~,o2."pasJdong"thesefeea t o t h e i ~ c w t o m e r s , t h e r i t y  is that they do. Asaconmme~Iwouldlikeenau~eI 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed my sewice will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetingswith top FCC official4 theFCC has plans tochange to aflat fee system ~ m n  and without legidation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theiasueandcontinue tospreadtheword tomycommunity. Irequest you pass 
alongmyconce~stotheFCConmybe~f,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddispropo~ionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

Thankyouforyourcontinuedwo~kandIlookfonvard tohearing about yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely. 

DenninDiehl 

EC: 

The Federal Communications Commision 



21 DGby Lane, Carriere, MS 39426 

November 1,2005 10:42 AM 

Representative Gene Taylor 
US .  House of Representatives 
23 1 1 Rayburn House Office Buildm ' 't . 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 I '  

Subject: Re: Federd-StaF..hig!Board on hniversal Service CC Docket 96-45 * &% 'r 
" - 
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ing the FedeIal Communications Commissions' (FC 
c o B & C ~ m S ~  

:) position to change the 
/-./ 2 my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that meam that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to heaxing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Shane Shelhorse 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



113 DANA WAY, PA' NAMA CITY BCH, FL 32407-5659 

November 1,2005 11:26 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US.  Senate 
716 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concern regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could caue  many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and ma l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

AUGUST QUESADA 

, ,  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator John W i n  
US. Senate 
241 Russell Senate W c e B u i l d i n g  
Washington,DC'2C510-~1 

Subject:Re:Federal-State Joint Beardon UnivenalServ iceCCDdet  96-45 

Dear Senator McCain: 

1 have serious concerns regazding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCCJ p i t i o o  to change the Universal Sewice 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat lee. Many 01 your conStiNent& including me, my hien& lamrly and ne&lmrs, 

will be negatively impacted by the unlair change proped by theFCC. 

As you know.USFiscun.ently collectedonarevenuebmis. Peoplewhowemorepay moreintothesystem. II theFCCchange 
thatqatem toallat lee,that m e a ~ ~ t h a t ~ o m e o ~ e w h o u ~ o ~ e t h o u M n d m i n u t e s a m o ~ t h o l  longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeone whou~eD~eiomi~uteso11ongdiSt~~Cea month Constituents whouse their limitedreaourc-es 
wisely should not be penalized lor doing so. 

Allat feetaxcouldcau~mmaoy low-wlumelongd~tan~usera,ldestudentrprepaidwirelessuser~seseniorcitile~~a~dlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, togive up their phoaesduetounallordablemo.thlq increamon their bills. Shiltiag 
thetunding burden01 t h e U S F h o m ~ h ~ l u m e t o l o w - w l u m e u s e r s i s r a d i c a l a ~ d u n n ~ .  Inaddition,it would havea 
h&lq detrimentaletfectonsmall busin-allacr-Ame"ca. 
TheKeep USFFairCoalitiomol wkchIamamember,keepameinlormedabout theUSFisauewithmonthly n e d e t t e r s a n d  u p  
todate inlomarion on their website, including linlo to FCC idormation. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
com)wmiestor-ver,or'paualo~~'theseleestotheircwtomers,thereality i s that  theq do. Asacowumer I would likeensure1 
am charad tairly). It the FCC goes to a number, t m d  my wrvice will c a t  more And according to theCoalition's zeceot 

neetingrwithtopFCCoUicialatheFCChasplenstochangetoallat leesystemsoanand without le&etion. 

I ~lllcoo~i~uetomo~ito~developrnentson theilsueandcontiouetoIpread thewordtomymmmunity I r eques t  you p a s  
alongmqconcern~totheFCCon my behallletring them k~~wbow~U~tteetaxcoulddisproponiooatel~aIlrrt th-io your 

constituency. 

Thank you lor your continued work and 1 I d  lorward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Froncm Haase 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator HerbKohl 

I JAN - 4 2006 I 

November 1.2005 ll:40AM 

USSenate 
330 Hart 
wa .h ing ton .DCm1 

Subject: Re: Federalstate Joint Board on Universal Service CC M e t  96-45 

Deer Senator Kohl: 

I have seriousconcerns regarding the F e d d  Communications Commisrions’(FCC)pxition to change the Universal SeMce 
Fund(USF)collection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstttuent~including me, my frienda,family and aeighbm 
willbe negatively impacted by theunfairchanaepropxed by theFCC. 

Asyouknow,USFkicunentlycollectedona~e~nuebaais. Peaplewhousemorepy moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsystsmtoaflatfee,that meansthatsomsonewhouaesonethousandminuteamonthof longdistance,pyatheylme 
amount intothe~ndsasomeonewhouaea~ro-ntesof longdistanceamonth. Constituentswhowetheirlimitedresources 
wisely should not be penalizedfordoing so. 

Aflat feetaxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceusen,li~etudenta.prepaidwirelesuse,s,senio~citilensandlow- 
income residential and rural cornurnen, to give up their phone due to unafforddable monthly increases on their bills. Sbifting 
the fundi% burdenof theUSFfromh~hvolumetolow-~lumeusersiaradicalandunnecesaary. In addition.itwoddhavea 
h h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all acrosr America. 
TheKeepUSFFairGalition,ofwhichIama member, keepmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newsletters andup 
todate information on their website, including linlu to FCC information. While I amaware that federal law does not require 
rompaniesto~-ver,or”passalong’th-fees totheil.cwtomen,thereality is that they do. Asa~onrume2.Iwouldlike~nsul.eI 
amchargedfaidy. IftheFCCg-toanumbers taxedmyrervicewillmrt more, Andaccording to theh l i t i onbrecen t  
meetingswith top FCCofficials, the FCC ha. plans to change toaf la t  fee system soon andwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~dwelopmentson theisrueandcontinuetosp~eadthewordtomy community. Irequest y o u p w  
alongm~concematotheFCConmybeh~lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddispro~~ionately affect thcsein your 
constituency. 

Thank youforyonrcont i~u~wo~kandIlwkfo~ard tohearingabout yourpositionon thinmatter 

Sincerely, 

Michael Hanington 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commisrion 



Senator George Allen 
US. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law dces not require companies to recover, or '"pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Melina Lenser 
r 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Copmission 

. . ,  . .  . 
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November 1,2005 ll:45AM 

Senator Suaan Collins 
USSenate  
461 Dirksen SenateOffice Building 
Washington.lX M91O-ooO1 

S&ject:Re:FederalState Joint B0ardonUnivem.l SemiceCCDodret 96-49 

Dear Senator Collim: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my frienda, family and nei&ars, 
will benegatively impacted by theunfairchangepropodby theFCC 

Asyouknow,USFiscunently c o l l e c t e d o n a r e v e n u e b .  Peoplewhousemorepay mozeintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that system toaflrrt &-,that meansthataomeonewhousesonethouMndminutesamonthof longdis tance,~yathesame 
amount into the fund as someone whousea relo minutes of lo* distancea month Constituentawho use their limited ~esources 
wirely should not be pnal ized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelongdistanceusers,likeatudents,p~~idwi~elmsuse~s,seniorcitilensandlow- 
income residential and rural comumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly incrmses on their bills. Shifting 
the funding hurdenof theUSFfromhighvolume tolow-volumeuael.ais~adicalandunn-~. Inaddi t io~~itwouldhavea 
b h l y  detrimental effect on small businessas all across Ameiica. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichlama member, keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformationon theirwehite,ipdudinglinkstoFCCintomation. Whilelamawa~ethatfede~allawdoesnot xeqmire 
companiestorecover,or"paaralo;lg'thesefesstotheircustomers,the~eality is that they do. ~aaconsumerlwouldlikeensurel 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbentaxed,my servicewillcost more. Andaccording totheCaalitionbrecent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficial, theFCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeeryrtemamnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillmntinuetomonitordevelopmentsontbeissueaadcontinueto~~mdthewo~dttomyrommunit~. Irequest y o u p "  
along myconcemstotheFCConmybehalf,letting themknawhowaflat feetaxcoulddiaproportionately affect thaseinyour 
constituency. 

Thank you for your continued workandl look forward to hearing &ut your pasition on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

BonnieMonison 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Daniel Balbach 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US.  Senate 
133 Hart Senate Offce Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

rw L A A M  R m M  
1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shilling the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a higbly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If ths FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And accordin@ to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon &d without legislation. 

I will condaue &&nitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
4 

cems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
stituency. 

ontinued work and I look fomard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Balbach 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 30,2005 11:30 PM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more q y  more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system ta 
distance, pays the same am 
Constituents who use their 1 

ans that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 

ces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 
7 . .  1 

A flat fee tax could cause many distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Amber Carter 

cc. 
FCC General Email Box 
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- MAILROOM 
REBECCA M 
956 SOUTH 23RD STREET AF'T.261, RICHMOND, IN 47374 

October 31,2005 7:26 PM 

Senator Evan Bayh 
US.  Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint %wrd on Universal Service C 

. .., Dear Senator Bayh. 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hewing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

REBECCA MOLL0 

_j 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


